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ABSTRACT

Foster care research shows non-related caregivers use
more supportive services than related caregivers. However,

there is little research available that demonstrates that
non-kinship prospective adoptive families utilize more
social services than kinship families. The question posed

by this study was: Do non-kinship prospective adoptive

placements utilize more supportive services than kinship
families? This study proposed that non-kinship prospective
adoptive homes utilize more services than kinship

prospective adoptive homes. Case data was through a seven

item questionnaire distributed to 33 caseworkers. Services

measured included mental health visits, financial support,
medical support, parenting classes, and monthly contacts.

Data was analyzed through an independent samples t-test.
The results showed no significant differences between

kinship and non-kinship prospective adoptive parents in
regards to services utilization. This study was hampered by

several limitations. Future research should measure
different factors when comparing kinship and non-kinship

placement groups.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Overview

This chapter will first provide of overview of the
challenges in providing permanent placement in the field of

child welfare. Next, the purpose of this study will be
outlined. Lastly, the significance of this study for child
welfare social work will be discussed.

Problem Statement
Child welfare agencies, particularly public agencies,

are responsible for the permanent placement of

approximately 51,000 dependent children per year (U.S.
Department of Health, 2007) . They respond to the tremendous

pressure and demand from the juvenile court system to help
reduce the number of court-dependent children, not only for

fiscal reasons, but also because permanent placement is a
far superior arrangement with far better outcomes for

children (Triseliotis, 2001). Permanent placement provides
a far more stable and secure environment, and allows for

legally orphaned children (children who have no legal,

parents through court process) to" have a second chance at
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forming permanent family bonds and gaining a new support
system. Research shows that children who have a solid

support system have fare better than children who remain
court-dependent until the age of 18 (Triseliotis, 2001) .

In contrast, non-permanent placements such as foster
homes may not provide the same support system or emotional
nurturing as permanent placements. Foster placement is less

stable, and children do not have the same opportunities to

form lasting family bonds with their caregivers. Foster

placements are also less sensitive to the needs of
emotionally disturbed children who have behavioral .issues
due to abuse and the traumatic breaking of family bonds.

Outcomes for children in these living arrangements are
often dismal, and they experience an increased risk of

delinquent behavior, early parenthood, incarceration, and

substance abuse (Triseliotis, 2-001; Kerman, Wildfire &
Barth, 2002) .

There is an extensive knowledge base that establishes
the differences between permanent and non-permanent homes.

According to Triseliotis (2001), and Kerman, Wildfire &
Barth (2002), permanent placement is a superior outcome
compared to temporary, state-funded, and transient child

placements. Within the sphere of permanent placements,

2

several types of placements are considered. Legal
guardianship, adoption, and long-term foster care
placements (mostly group homes) are all considered to be

permanent living arrangements. The main focus of this study
is prospective adoptive placements.

Adoptive placements produce the best outcomes in
caregiver-child bonding, stability, and provision of a

solid support network (Triseliotis, 2001). In most cases,
adoption agencies provide ample time and services to

families who are interested in adoption, allowing for
bonding time as well as training, counseling services,

financial support, and adjustment to placement. Researchers
and social work practitioners alike tend to lump all

adoptive placements into one category.
Within the institution of child adoption, two

categories of adoptive placements exist: kinship and non
kinship . Kinship adoptions involve either extended or nonrelative extended family members. In non-kinship adoptions,
families unrelated to the child elect to become resource

families through application and approval from public and

private foster agencies. Children who have no family
members willing (or eligible) to adopt will be matched with
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resource families through a careful screening process

(Hanna, & McRoy 2011).
Research suggests that kinship adoptive placements are

more desirable than non-kinship adoptive placements

(Triseliotis, 2001; Koh & Testa, 2008) . The family ties and
support that are severed through detention and termination

of parental rights are partially preserved through kinship

adoption. The process of removal can be traumatic for
children, .and placing them with relative caregivers can

offset some of the disruption. Kinship adoption also
provides the opportunity.for birth parents to continue

contact with their children through relative caregivers.

Children who are placed in non-kinship homes do not have

these opportunities for extended family support, and often

have to adjust to a completely foreign environment. This
has even' deeper implications for older children, who have

more readjustment difficulties than those placed before the
age of five, due to their cognizance of such environmental

changes, as well as attachment to previous caregivers.
Statistics show that about five percent of adoptions

end in dissolution, with children returning to dependency

due to non-bonding, behavioral issues, abuse, medical

issues, or financial difficulties (Triseliotis, 2001).
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Adoption agencies address adoption failures (and subsequent

return to foster care) by providing services, and assigning
child social service workers to provide coaching, advice,

and referrals for adoptive families. The intention of these
services is to help prevent disruption of placement, and
provide resources that adoptive families can utilize to
produce better outcomes.

Purpose of the Study

"Legally-free" children are children whose parents

have had their parental rights terminated under California

Welfare & Institutions Code 366.26. Little research has

been done to investigate legally free children and their
prospective adoptive parents in an effort to see how often

and when they utilize supportive services related to the
adoptions process. W&IC 366.26 mandates that parental
rights of the birth parents be terminated upon parental

non-compliance with court-mandated reunifications efforts,
and that the affected children are to be placed for

adoption within 180 days (California Welfare and
Institutions Code, 2009) . Specifically, the legally free
children who were 'the interest of this study were clients

of Riverside County Permanency Programs.
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In any case, the use of services during a prospective
adoptive placement may indicate problems between children

and caregivers, as in the case of individual and family

counseling. The use of adoptive services may also indicate
hardships and challenges influencing the family system.
Conversely, if placement problems are unaddressed and

services are not utilized, future placement problems may

result.
The problems and hardships faced by prospective

adoptive families may include behavioral issues, non
bonding, financial hardship, or the inability of caregivers

to provide for the child's financial, emotional, physical,

or mental well-being. There may be other factors, such as a
mismatch of culture, ethnicity, or temperament. In non
kinship families, there may not be much attention from

caseworkers to factors such as race, ethnicity, behavioral

problems, cultural background, and education level.
Considering the implications above, the goal of this

study was to investigate differences in pre-finalization

service utilization between kinship and non-kinship
prospective adoptive families. This study also investigated

if the utilization of services is linked with placement
stability in prospective adoptive families. The agency of
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interest for this study was Permanency Programs of
Riverside County. Permanency Programs was the agency
responsible for permanency planning, and the finalization

of adoptive placements.
This study used child and family case data obtained

through Permanency Programs of Riverside County.

Questionnaires administered to social services workers
concerning their assigned cases provided information about

what types of services are being utilized by adoptive
families and children. Questionnaires also provided

information concerning how much financial assistance these

families were receiving.

Significance of the Project for Social Work

Identifying service needs and refining programs to
more efficiently meet the needs of families is a key
component of child welfare social work practice. This

project could help identify differences in service
utilization in a population that is not well researched.

This could contribute to the planning phase of the

generalist model of social work practice (Kirst-Ashman &
Hull, 2006), as differences in service utilization between
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types of families could indicate where there is a greater

need for services.
Adoption agency workers should interested in knowing

if there are differences in the utilization of adoptive
services between kinship and non-kinship adoptive families.
Whatever group (kinship or non-kinship) utilizes more

services could be indicative of the quality and quantity of
problems in long-term stability for that type of placement.
A study of differences in service utilization could provide

more evidence on which type of adoptive placement is
desirable in cases where there is a choice between kinship
and non-kinship placement. This study could also reveal the

extent to which kinship or non-kinship adoptive families

are utilizing potentially beneficial services.
This project may influence child welfare policy in
favor of the best interest of children eligible for

adoptive placement, as well as help prevent recidivism of
court dependency for adopted children. Equally important,
this study can help to deliver beneficial services to

kinship and non-kinship families in need, and further the
cause of adoption workers in creating stable adoptive

families.
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Within Riverside County Permanency Programs, this
study may provide information that could potentially impact
the practice of adoption social workers and childcare

workers. Knowing that there is a difference in utilization
of services for kinship families may indicate a need for a

revision of adoption policy. If kinship families utilize

less supportive services, this may indicate a need to

change the ways agency social workers engage their clients

when developing adoption case plans. By changing the way
agency workers engage their clients, adoptive parents may
be willing to request or accept additional supportive

services which might lead to better adoption outcomes for
the families involved. This study serves as a needs

assessment for both kinship and non-kinship families who
are clients of Permanency Programs.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

This chapter provides a comprehensive review of

literature pertaining to this project. The first subsection
will cover differences in characteristics and service usage

between kinship and non-kinship foster families. The second
subsection explores pre-adoptive services available to
legally free children. The third subsection is an

investigation of issues facing pre-adoptive families. The
fourth subsection describes theories guiding the
conceptualization of this project. This chapter ends with
the research hypothesis, and a brief summary in the fifth

subsection.

Theories Guiding Conceptualization
There is little research available for comparing the

differences between kinship and non-kinship families prior
to adoption but not before termination of parental rights.
The closest inferences can be drawn from comparisons made
for families providing foster care. Research for foster
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care families is far more extensive. This section compares

and contrasts kinship and non-kinship foster care families.
Ehrle and Geen (2002) define kinship foster care

children as those "who come to the attention of the child
welfare system, are taken into state custody, and then are

placed with relatives." Koh and Testa (2008) used
propensity-matching scores to determine goodness-of-fit
between children and parents. A propensity matching score
utilizes characteristics such as number of placements, risk

factors, and age to generate a single score that can be
predictive of permanency outcomes. This research suggested
that kinship foster care propensity matching scores are

higher than non-kinship matching scores, indicating more
stability in kinship placements (p. 114).

Kinship families are currently becoming the placements

of choice for child welfare agencies.

Hawkins and Bland

(2002) suggest that kinship foster care placements are the

best option for dependent children, and have become
standard practice in child welfare. Altshuler (1998) found

that the well-being of children in kinship care was not

significantly affected by factors such as number of
placements, economic status, or caregiver educational
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level. This is in contrast to non-kinship care, where these

factors significantly affect the level of child well-being.
In an ethnically varied sample of children from a

large Midwestern county, it was found that children who are
placed in kinship care were more likely to come from

substance abusing families, be African-American, have fewer
placement changes, and suffer from less abuse overall than
non-kinship 'placed children (Beeman, Kim, & Bullerdick,

2000). Despite some of the advantages listed above, long

term outcomes for children in kinship are not better than
non-kinship children. Often, factors such as housing,
educational level, and employment status are comparable
with non-kinship foster children. Kinship foster children

often fare worse concerning mental health, particularly in
the areas of substance abuse, domestic violence, and

criminal activity (Benedict, Zuravin, & Stallings, 1996).
It appears that kinship foster care offers short-term

advantages for children in placement, while long-term
outcomes are not as desirable.

Kinship foster families receive fewer services overall

than non-kinship foster families_(Gleeson, 1995). This may
be due to the fact that kinship foster parents receive less
supervision than non-kinship parents (Beeman & Boisen,
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1999).

According to Dubowitz (1990), some kinship foster

parents had not had contact with a caseworker for over a
year.

Ehrle and Geen (2002) define non-kinship foster care
children as "those who come to the attention of a child

welfare agency, are taken into state custody, and then are

placed in non-kinship foster care homes” According to
Berrick, Needell, and Barth (1994), children receiving non

kinship foster care are more likely to be older, and have
two caregivers. Non-kinship foster care providers are more
likely to be Caucasian, be college graduates, provide a

stay-at-home caregiver, own a home, and have a

significantly higher income than kinship care providers.
Children in non-kinship care were less likely to have been
initially removed from their birth parents due to substance

abuse issues (Altshuler, 1998). Non-kinship foster care
providers rely more on AFDC funds than kinship providers.

Kinship providers are more likely to depend on other forms
of public assistance, including but not limited to SSI,
food stamps, and Medicaid (Berrick et al., 1994) .

13

Pre-Adoptive Placement Services
Barth and Berry (1990) point out that adoption is a
far superior choice for longevity in child placement.

Adoption establishes a family network for the adopted
child, and guards them against such hazards as homelessness

upon turning 18. Services offered to prospective adoptive

families include parenting classes, medical support,
counseling, and financial support.
Services are important to the adoption process. One of

the primary concerns of caregivers is facing the apparent

lack of services support once adoption is finalized. This
indicates that prospective adoptive caregivers depend on
the services they receive in order to care for their

children (Gleeson, Bonecutter, & Altshuler, 1995). One

particular service, parenting training and education
courses provided by adoption workers, was shown to be an

effective component in. increasing adoptive caregivers'
competence and knowledge in serving the specialized needs
of their adoptive children (Christenson & McMurty, 200 9) .
Services offered to prospective adoptive caregivers

and legally adoptable children are similar to those offered
to foster children in both kinship and non-kinship
placements (Berrick, et al., 1994). For children being

14

adopted in Riverside County, Riverside County Permanency
Programs provides matching services are provided to ensure
a proper fit between certain characteristics of the child
and caregiver. These characteristics include, race,

ethnicity, cultural background, temperament, special needs,
and ability to provide for the child's needs. Parenting

classes, based in attachment theory, are intended to
enhance bonding between child and caregiver, as well as
teach responsible methods of structure and discipline.
Matching services are especially important when dealing

with traumatized children. Family counseling is provided to

further enhance parenting and communication between child
and caregiver, and help children deal with grief and loss

issues related to their family of origin. State and
federal-funded medical care is usually provided through

MediCal. MediCal is federally funded medical care as
provided by the State of California. Legally-free children

continue to hold their court-dependent status until the
adoption finalization hearing. Upon finalization, services
may discontinue, depending on the caregiver's financial

status. Children who are eligible receive free dental,

medical, optical, psychiatric, and psychotherapy treatment.

15

Financial support comes through federal foster care funds
until finalization.

Service Utilization and Placement Stability

Existing research indicates specific agency-provided
services may stabilize placements in out-of-home care for

foster children. Koob and Love (2010) found that solutionfocused brief therapy with adolescents had the potential to

promote placement stability within an urban residential
facility for teens. Hunt (2011) argued that a model of

swift, proactive mental health treatment for foster youth

resulted in better placement outcomes. In Wales, the

Incredible Years parenting training program was shown to
promote placement stability across multiple agencies
(Bywater et al., 2010). It is clear across multiple studies

that services benefit foster families and stabilize
placement. Currently, no studies exist ‘that demonstrate

prospective adoptive families benefit from the utilization

of services in the pre-finalization, or "trial" phase of
adoption. "Pre-finalization" adoptive placement refers to

prospective adoptive placements that have not yet completed
the legal process to finalize the adoption.
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Dynamics of Kinship versus Non-kinship Homes
Pabustan-Claar (2007) investigated multiple theories

in a comparison of kinship and non-kinship foster care. The
theories she used included game theory, kinship theory,
gift theory, and social interaction theory. Pabustan-Claar
(2007) suggests that game theory, or rational choice

theory, postulates that all individuals act out of selfinterest to maximize their own survival.

Altruistic motives carry risk, and people are not
likely to act on them unless there is some sort of

reciprocity to the benefactor (Testa & Slack, 2002) .

Allison (1992) states that, cultural and kinship ties have
the strength to overcome genetic opposition to altruistic

behavior. Altruistic behavior would involve giving one's
own resources without expecting a return or profit of some

kind. When a parent gives food, shelter, love, attention to

a child with, the giving could be construed as altruistic

behavior. According to Allison (1992), non-kinship parents
may lack the same drive to altruism present as kinship

caregivers (p. 281).
According to Adams (1967), social interaction theory

defines two basic forms of social networks, kin and non
kin. In the kin group, one may find a greater amount of
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attachment, reciprocity, and mutual aid. Kin networks

include mother, father, siblings, aunts, cousins, uncles,
and all blood relatives. In non-kinship social networks,

there may be feelings of reciprocity, but not to the same

extent as these feelings are found in kin networks.
Testa and Slack (2002) theorize that kinship child

caregiver relationships are "gift" relationships based on

reciprocity and altruistic motives. This "gift"
relationship is influenced by financial costs of

caretaking, quality of the caregiver-child relationship,
and reciprocity between the birth parents and relative

caregivers. Testa and Slack found that transfer of child
placement was less likely to occur when the above

conditions were met (p. 100).

According to Belk (1993), people give with expectation
of reciprocity. In non-kinship families, the prospective
adoptive parents may provide for their new child with the

expectation that he or she will be a loving child, despite
the circumstances this child was removed from. This bias

would be corrected by the altruistic motives of a kinship

prospective adoptive parent, where families dictated
through kinship and social interaction theory would
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override the selfish motive mentioned by game theory and
gift theory (Adams, 1967; Allison, 1992; Belk, 1993).

Differences from Similar Studies
This study differs from similar studies (Pabustan-

Claar, 2007; Berrick, Needell, & Barth, 1994; Gleeson,

1995; Beeman et al., 1996) in the fact that it will be
investigating a different population of children. While
previous studies investigate children who are court-

dependent and usually called "foster kids," this study will
be focused on previously matched legally free children in

prospective adoptive homes. In this context,

"legally free"

refers to children who are emancipated due to their

biological parents losing their parental rights. This study

is needed not only to investigate differences between

kinship and non-kinship families awaiting adoption
legalization, but also to investigate differences from
foster care families.

Summary

Kinship and non-kinship foster families differ in
their characteristics and outcomes. Kinship foster homes
utilize more financial assistance, and less mental health
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and parent support than non-kinship foster placements.

Social interaction, game theory, gift theory, and kinship

theory are the theoretical bases for this study. There is a
lack of data concerning service utilization and prospective
adoptive families awaiting adoption finalization and this

study will reveal valuable information about this
population.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODS

Introduction

This chapter reviews the design of this study,

including its rationale and purpose. Next, this chapter
includes a review of the sampling procedure used. Then, the

data collection techniques used in this study is reviewed.
Following this, there is investigation of the procedures
and the protection of human subjects. At the conclusion of

this chapter, there is a description of how the collected

data was analyzed, followed by a brief summary.

Study Design

Data was collected through seven-item questionnaires
distributed amongst Permanency Programs Social Services
Workers. These workers were either child workers

(Permanency Planning and Assessment, "PPA" workers) or
prospective adoptive caregiver workers (Adoption workers).

Completed questionnaires were reviewed to determine which

services adoptive families are utilizing, as well as to
determine whether the family was kinship or non-kinship.
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This study used a survey methodology, using
questionnaires distributed to Social Services Workers in

order to collect the number of instances of services

utilization in the cases examined. For example, mental
health services for children were broken down by total
number of mental health service sessions combined. A single
child visit to the psychiatrist, clinical social worker,

counselor, or any other mental/behavioral health profession
was counted as one session. This same methodology applied

to the other five services questions.

This study relied on both nominal data for the

independent variable (placement type) and interval data for
the dependent variables (services), which was disclosed by
Social Services Workers via the distributed questionnaires.
Based on Social Services Workers' indications whether

placements were kinship or non-kinship (via question one of
the distributed questionnaires), the collected case data
was separated into two treatment groups, kinship

prospective adoptive homes and non-kinship prospective

adoptive homes.
The research question this study investigated was: Do

non-kinship prospective adoptive placements utilize more
supportive services than kinship families? Based on various
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family characteristics, psychosocial and environmental

factors, this study proposed non-kinship families utilize
significantly more supportive services than kinship
families.

Sampling

Although this study measured data concerning
prospective adoptive families working with Riverside County
Permanency Programs, data samples were not obtained through
case review or direct contact with prospective adoptive

families. Direct case review and client contact was

impossible due to Riverside County client confidentiality
policies.
In an effort to obtain some useful data that did not

violate any client confidentiality policies or laws, this
study used a sample of Social Services Workers employed by
Riverside County .Permanency Programs, a region of

Children's Services Division under the umbrella of
Riverside County Department of Public Social Services.

Second-hand survey data from Social Services Workers was
used because Social Services Workers were able to disclose

needed case information without violating agency policies.
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The cases assigned to these workers involved

related/non-extended family members (NREFM) who were
considered "kinship" caregivers and non-related community

foster care/adoption applicants who were considered "non
kinship" caregivers.

The cases also involved prospective .

adoptive children, who were 3 through 18 years of age,

legally free for adoption (parental rights have been
terminated via W&IC 366.26) and had currently active cases

managed by Riverside County Permanency Programs. The study
excluded prospective cases that were shorter than three

months active from the time of the California Welfare and
Institutions Code (W&IC) 366.26 hearing, and older than
twelve months after the W&IC 366.26. This was done in an

attempt to normalize the data sample and avoid bias. For
example, families receiving services for more than twelve

months would have a greater propensity toward services
utilization, possibly introducing spurious data into the
sample. New cases also may have introduced spurious data

into the sample.

Families with cases open for less than three months
might not have had the time to utilize services, or the

assigned caseworker may have not yet recorded services
utilized. This study excluded families adopting more than
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two children at once to avoid possible data bias, since

families,adopting more than two children at once were

assumed to use disproportionately more services.

Lastly, the study excluded cases involving children

who were labeled "medically fragile," since prospective
adoptive caregivers of medically fragile children utilize
disproportionately more services. Including families with
"medically fragile" children could have skewed the data

sample.

Data Collection and Instruments
Data for this study was collected through 7-item
questionnaires distributed to 82 case-carrying Permanency

Programs workers. The case-carrying social workers provided
all information requested by the questionnaires.

The questionnaire covered all the major types of
services offered by Riverside County Permanency Programs,

using types of services used in previous foster family

services utilization research. The questionnaire was
developed by Anthony Allen Negron, the author of this

study, and is listed in Appendix A. The questionnaire was
created for the purposes of this research project. It was
not pre-tested for reliability or validity.
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Procedures
Initially, a request was submitted to the Data
Analysis Unit of Department of Public Social Services,

Children's Services Division. The Data Analysis Unit was
utilized to select and disclose case information because

direct access to electronic or hard copy case data was
prohibited by confidentiality rules and agency policies.
The Data Analysis Unit selected Permanency Programs cases

that matched the sampling criteria previously listed in the
Sampling section of this chapter.
The Data Analysis Unit provided the names of the

assigned child caseworkers that worked in the Permanency

Planning and Assessment Unit (PPA) and the adoption social

worker (ASW), who worked with the prospective adoptive
parents on each particular case. The Data Analysis Unit

also provided the name of each child for each assigned
case, in order to inform the workers about which cases were

to be investigated. If a case consisted of two siblings

being adopted by one caregiver, both children were counted

individually as two cases, not as one case. Therefore, in

cases where two siblings were being adopted, workers

received two questionnaires, one for each child.
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Due to limitations of time and a projected low-

response rate, the worker (PPA or Adoption) who responded

first or provided the most complete or correct data had
their data utilized, while workers who responded after the

data collection cut-off date (April 16th, 2012), or who
submitted incomplete or inaccurate questionnaires had their
data discarded. This method ensured a sufficient sample of

cases was available to perform data analysis.
The author then distributed 82 questionnaires for 41

different cases to the selected individual caseworkers

throughout the Permanency Programs region. For each case
selected, both a PPA caseworker and an ASW received one
questionnaire, with PPA workers receiving 41 questionnaires
and Adoption workers receiving 41 questionnaires. The

author used a three-character alphanumeric code (starting

with A01) written on both the PPA and Adoption worker's
questionnaires. This code would be used later to avoid
duplication of data should both the PPA and Adoption worker

submit data for the same case. Selected workers were then
instructed to complete the questionnaires. The caseworker
was instructed to not write their name or the name of the

client on the questionnaire. Caseworkers were also

instructed to utilize the Child Welfare Services Case
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Management System (CWS/CMS), a computerized database of all
information of their assigned cases. The CWS/CMS contains
the contact notes, court reports, and other information

needed to answer the specific questions regarding services.
Based on the sampling criteria, certain caseworkers
received multiple questionnaires if two or more cases were

selected for that caseworker. The caseworker was instructed

to fill out one questionnaire per case, even in cases
consisting of sibling sets of two.
The Social Services Workers identified the type of
placement (kinship/non-kinship) by answering question one

on the questionnaire. The Social Services Workers indicated

the amount of services utilization by answering questions
two through seven on the questionnaire. Once the
questionnaires were completed, the caseworkers submitted

their questionnaires to a designated location for the

author to retrieve. Once the completed questionnaires were
retrieved, the author matched them according to the twocharacter letter code, and discarded duplicate data when

information was received from both the PPA worker and

Adoption worker for a single case. The author discarded
questionnaires that contained incomplete or incorrect

responses. After the target sample number was achieved (at
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least 15 cases in both kinship and non-kinship placement

groups), excess cases not required for the analysis were
discarded. After the required sample of completed

questionnaires was obtained, the questionnaires were

separated into two treatment groups based on what type of
placement was indicated by the Social Services Workers on
question one.

Protection of Human Subjects
Direct contact with clients did not take place in this
study. The author of this study did not directly access any
case data except for the child's names and caseworker's

names. This was necessary to identify which caseworkers
would receive questionnaires. No personally identifiable

(PII) client information was requested on the

questionnaires. Once the questionnaires were completed and
submitted to the author, the author was not be able to

identify which cases and caseworkers the data pertained to.

Data Analysis
For the data analysis, the independent variable was
the type of adoptive family (nominal, kinship or non

kinship) . The dependent variables were average monthly
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number of contacts including in-home, telephone, and email
(interval); total number of parenting education classes the

caregiver(s) attended (interval); total number of mental
health-related sessions the prospective adoptive child has

attended, including any visit to any behavioral/mental
health-related worker (interval); total number of mental
health-related sessions the caregiver has attended
(interval); total number of State or Federal medical
assistance programs (i.e., Medi-Cal, Medicare, Medicaid,

Medically Indigent Services Program) the entire family
utilized, including the adoptive child (interval); and

total number of State or Federal income assistance programs

(i.e., electronic food benefits, welfare checks, foster
care funding, legal guardianship funding, tribal

assistance, unemployment payments, and welfare-to-work

funding) the family utilized, including the adoptive child.
After questionnaires were collected and the

participants' data was separated into treatment categories
based on placement type, the data was entered into the

International Business Machines (IBM) Statistical Program
for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software for data analysis.
Responses for question one of the questionnaires was coded
as "1" for kinship placement and "2" for non-kinship
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placement. The rest of the data (questions concerning the
frequency and amount of services utilization) was entered

as indicated on the questionnaire, since it consisted of
numerical

(interval) data.

Once the data was entered into SPSS, a descriptive

analysis was performed to analyze trends in Social Services
Workers' responses. Finally, services utilization trends

between two treatment groups were compared with an

independent samples t-test.

Summary
This chapter first reviewed the design of this study,

including its rationale and purpose. Next, this chapter
included a review of the sampling procedures used. Then,

the data collection techniques used in this study was

reviewed. Following this, there was an investigation of
procedures and the protection of human subjects. Lastly,

there was a description of how the collected data was
analyzed.
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS

Introduction
This section shall discuss the results of this study.
The first section will describe characteristics of the

respondent group. Next, there is a listing of descriptive
statistics for placement groups and the dependent

variables. Lastly, there is a discussion of the results of
the independent samples t-tests analyzing effects between

placement groups.

Presentation of the Findings

Questionnaires were distributed to 41 workers, with
80% of the projected sample

(N =

33) returning completed

questionnaires. Of the 33 respondents, 21 (64%) were

Permanency Planning and Assessment (child) Social Services

Workers and twelve (36%) were Adoption (caregiver) Social

Services Workers.
Of the 33 respondents, there were

cases and

N =

N =

16 (48%) non-kinship cases.
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17 (52%) kinship

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Responses

Question and number
of respondents
Placement Type
(Kinship/NonKinship) (N = 33)

Average Frequency of
Monthly Contacts (N
= 33)

Frequency and
percentage of
answers (N)
Kinship: N = 17
(52#)
Non-kinship: N = 16
(48%)
0 (N = 2, 6%)
1 (N = 12, 36%)
2 (N = 16, 49%)
3 (N = 2 6, %)
24 (N = 1, 3%)
(N = 22, 67%)
(N = 2, 6%)
(N = 1, 3%)
(N= 3, 9%)
(N= 3, 9%)
(N = 1, 3%)
(N = 1, 3%)

Total # of Parenting
Education Classes (N
= 33)

0
1
2
4
6
10
11

Total # of child
mental health
sessions (N = 33)

0
(N =24, 73%)
1
(N = 1, 3%)
6
(N = 1, 3%)
8
(N = 1, 3%)
12
(N= 1, 3%)
15 = 1 (3%)
16 (N = 1, 3%)
25
(N= 1, 3%)
35
(N= 2, 6%)

33

Mean

Std.
Dev.

n/a

n/a

2.21

3.79

1.67

3.02

4.64

9.83

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Responses, continued.
Question and number
of respondents
Total # of caregiver
mental health
sessions (N = 33)

Total # of
State/Federal Medical
Aid programs (N - 33)

Total # of
State/Federal Income
Assistance Programs
(N = 33)

Frequency and
percentage of answers
(N)
0
(N = 27, 82%)
2
(N = 2, 6%)
6
(N = 2, 6%)
10 (N = 1, 3%)
15 (N. = 1, 3%)
1 (N = 27, 82%)
2 (N = 3, 9%)
3 (N = 1, 3%)
4 (N = 2, 6%)

Mean

Std.
Dev.

1.24

3.33

1.33

0.82

0 (N = 14, 42%)
1 (N = 14, 42%)
2 (N = 4, 12%)

0.70

0.68

All participants responded to the question asking for

"average monthly contacts (N = 33, M = 2.21, SD = 3.80),"
with the greatest number of respondents (49%) reporting two

average monthly contacts (N = 16). The next highest
frequency of respondents reported one monthly contact (N «

12), followed by 3 (N = 2) and 0 average monthly contacts
(N = 2), and 23 monthly contacts (N = 1) .
All participants responded to the question asking for
"total number of parenting training classes (N = 33, M =
1.67, SD = 3.02)," with the majority (67%) of respondents
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reporting no classes (N = 22), followed by six classes (N =

3), four classes (N = 3), one class (N = 2), eleven classes
(N = 1), ten classes (N = 1), and two classes (N = 1).
All participants responded to the question asking for

"total number of child mental health sessions (N = 33, M =
4.64, SD - 9.83)," with the majority (73%) of respondents

reporting no sessions (N = 24), followed by 35 sessions (N
= 2), 25 sessions (N = 1), 16 sessions (N - 1), 15 sessions

(N = 1), twelve sessions (N = 1), eight sessions (N = 1),
six sessions (N = 1), and one session (N = 1).
All participants responded to the question asking for

"total number of caregiver mental health sessions (N = 33,

M - 1.24, SD = 3.33)," with the majority (82%) of
respondents reporting no sessions (N = 27), followed by six

sessions (N = 2), two sessions (N = 2) , fifteen sessions (N
- 1), and ten sessions (N = 1).
All participants responded to the question asking for

"total number of State/Federal medical assistance programs
(N = 33, M = 1.33, SD = .82)," with the majority (82%)
reporting one program (N = 27), followed by two programs (N
- 3), four programs (N = 2) , and three programs (N = 1).
All participants responded to the question asking for

"total number of State/Federal income assistance programs
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(N = 33, M = .70, SD = .68), with the greatest frequency
(46%) of respondents reporting one program (N - 15) ,
followed by no programs (N = 14) and two programs (N = 4).

Based on the independent sample t-tests for placement
type (kinship, non-kinship), and service utilization

(contacts, parenting classes, child mental health sessions,
parenting mental health sessions, number

of State/Federal medical aid programs, number of
State/Federal income assistance programs) there was: No
significant effect for average monthly contacts, t(31) = -

1.07, p > .05, with no difference between placement groups;

with no difference between placement groups; No significant
effect for total number of children's mental health
sessions,

t(31) = .60, p > .05, with no difference between

placement groups.

Table 2. Effects on Services for Placement Type,
Independent Sample t-tests

Question Item
Average Monthly Contacts
Total # of Parenting Education
Classes
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t-value
-1.07
-0.84

df
31
.31

sig.29
.41

Table 2. Effects on Services for Placement Type,

Independent Sample t-tests, continued
.55
31
0.60
Total # of child mental health
sessions
.55
31
0.61
Total # of caregiver mental
health sessions
.15*
19*
1.48*
Total # of State/Federal
Medical Aid programs
.28
31
Total # of State/Federal Income
1.10
Assistance Programs
*t-value, degrees of freedom and significance adjusted for
a failure of Levene's test for equality of variances.

There was no significant effect for total number of
caregivers' mental health sessions, t(31) = .61, p > .05,
with no difference between placement groups; No significant

effect for total number of State/Federal medical aid
programs,

t(19) = 1.48, p > .05, with no difference between

placement groups; No significant effect for State/Federal

income assistance programs, t(31) = 1.10, p > .05, with no
differences between placement groups. For the item "total

number of State/Federal medical assistance programs," an
adjusted degrees of freedom measure was used

(df =

19) to

calculate the t-value, based on the responses failing

Levene's test for equality of variances (F = 11.05, p <
. 05) .
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Summary

This section first discussed the characteristics of
the respondent group. Next, the number of respondents in

each placement group was discussed. Thirdly, descriptive
statistics were described for each question. Fourthly,
independent samples t-test results were discussed, with no

significant effect occurring for each question and no

significant differences between placement groups.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION

Introduction

First this section discusses the results of the data

analysis. Secondly, this study will interpret the results

of the data analysis previously discussed in the results

section. Next, the limitations of this study are discussed,
as well as how this study could have been improved. Then,
recommendations for future study and the implications of
this study in social work practice are discussed. Lastly,

this chapter is summarized in the conclusion.

Discussion
This study parallels similar studies indicating
(Altshuler, 1998; Benedict, Zuravin, & Stallings, 1993;

Kerman et al., 2002) no significant differences in

satisfaction and outcomes between kinship and non-kinship
foster care placements. The data analysis in this study

found no significant differences in services utilization
between kinship and non-kinship prospective adoptive

families. Type of placement (kinship or non-kinship) had no
significant effect on any of the six assessed services. In
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particular, there was very little variation between groups
for total number of State-/Federally-funded medical and

income assistance programs utilized by prospective adoptive
families.
This study attempted to measure the amount of one-time

in-kind payments paid to caregivers for various goods and
services, but the questionnaires revealed insufficient data

to run an analysis. This question was ultimately dropped

from the final analysis.
This study also attempted to find differences in

services utilization based on perceived placement
stability. Workers almost unanimously found no problems
with their assigned cases, and this question item was

dropped from the final analysis. The original questionnaire
can been found in Appendix A.

The lack of difference in service utilization between

kinship and non-kinship prospective families may indicate

that kinship bonds have no significant effect on the
services needs of the family during the adoption process.
It is shown there may be a difference in the perceptions of

non-kinship and kinship caregivers toward their children

(Testa & Slack, 2002) . However, these differences in
perception may not have an effect on services utilization.
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Prior research in gift theory and kinship theory indicate

closer bonding and reciprocity of positive feelings between

caregiver and child when children are placed in kinship
care (Adams, 1967; Belk, & Coon, 1993; Gebel, 1996; Testa,

& Slack, 2002). In contrast, greater positive feelings and

bonding may not necessarily equate to a difference in
outcomes; or specifically, utilization of services between

kinship and non-kinship prospective adoptive families

(Altshuler 1998; Benedict, et al., 1996).

Gleeson (1995) showed that kinship foster families

receive fewer services overall than non-kinship foster
families. Ehrle and Geen (2002) indicated children placed
with kin may face more hardships than children placed with

non-kin families. However, prospective adoptive families
may have specialized needs different from foster families,

where permanency is not necessarily a goal (Kerman,
Wildfire, & Barth, 2002). In Ehrle and Geen's findings,

socioeconomic status was given as a factor in differences

in kinship placement and non-kinship placement, not

services utilization. In Beeman et al.

(2000), it was

suggested that children in kinship and non-kinship adoptive

families faced different forms of abuse and neglect,

precluding different service needs.
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Measures of services utilization may be useful for
measuring satisfaction of caregivers and children between

kinship and non-kinship prospective adoptive placements
(Berrick, et al., 1994). Differences in caregiver
socioeconomic status, mental health, educational level, and
ethnicity could better predict differences in services

utilization than testing for differences between kinship
and non-kinship placements (Altshuler, 1998).
Prior research indicates that the measurement of

services utilization may not be a reliable indicator of

future placement stability (Berrick, Barth, & Needell,
1994; Gebel, 1996). Child history, child characteristics
and caregiver attributes may be more reliable measures of

current and future placement stability (Berry, & Barth,
1990).

It is quite possible that adoptions casework practice
in Riverside County already effectively controls
differences in services utilization for both kinship and

non-kinship prospective adoptive families. A lack of
differences may indicate Permanency Programs workers engage

in quality case management.
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Limitations

This study would have benefitted from a more robust
sample beyond the number of social workers who responded.
The potential sample offered by the data analysis unit may

have been too small to conduct a useful analysis. A larger

sample may have revealed greater variations in worker's
perceptions of service utilization.

There still may be a difference in services
utilization between kinship and non-kinship prospective

adoptive placements, as data in foster care settings
suggests (Gleeson, 1995; Pabustan-Claar, 2007). However

previous studies used a much larger sample with more
diversified cases. Other studies accounted for various

demographic factors such as race, ethnicity, and

socioeconomic status (Berrick, et al., 1994; Ehrle, & Geen,
2002). This study did not consider demographics factors,
which may have had an effect on the results.

The services measured in this study are only a

fraction of the potential service options a family could

receive. There may be more significant differences between
kinship and non-kinship care providers in the use of
services not measured in this study. Utilizing different
services from those measured in this study may have a more
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profound effect satisfaction and well-being of prospective
adoptive families during the adoption process (PabustanClarr, 2007; Smithgall & Mason, 1994; Testa et al., 1996).
This study would have greatly benefitted from being

able to tie services utilization to a measure of placement

stability. This would have made the differences in service

utilization between kinship and non-kinship prospective

adoptive families much more meaningful, with more
implications for social work practice and future research.

Major problems with this study may have resulted from
the data collection tool used, which was the seven-item

questionnaire. The questionnaire showed poor reliability
amongst respondents (ct = .55). The method of distilling
services utilization by session frequency or total number

of services may have been too confusing for Permanency
workers to answer correctly. It did not consider the number

of hours spent in service, effects of specific types of
services, nor the quality and outcomes of provided
services.
Measuring services utilization from initial placement

in the prospective adoptive home, rather than from the

arbitrary start point (the W&IC 366.26 hearing); may have
produced more relevant results. The time frame of three
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months post-366.26 hearing to twelve-months post-366.26

hearing may have been too broad of a time frame to compare
service utilization, and may have made answering the
questions too difficult, especially if the case was closer
to the twelve-month cutoff mark. The questionnaire may have

also suffered from poor face validity by measuring services
that may not have been critical to outcomes in the adoption

process. Prospective adoptive families may have a special
set of needs that is different from the needs of foster

families.
The questionnaire was possibly limited because the

question items may not have been clear. Although

respondents were instructed to utilize the assistance of
the Child Welfare Services Case Management System (CWS/CMS)

and physical case info to answer the questions, there was

no specific procedures provided on where or how to obtain
the needed data. This may have led to inaccurate subjective

"guesstimates" of service counts.

Recommendations and Future Considerations
For future research, it may be far more useful to

collect data directly from the Child Welfare Services Case
Management System (CWS/CMS) and the hard-copy child and
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caregiver case files. The CWS/CMS contains contact notes,

service provider information and court reports that could
have been used to retrieve very accurate measures. The
method would be time-consuming because subjective narrative

contact entries and court reports would have to be

translated to raw numbers through the use of a proven
criterion method. However, the measures would possess far

more face validity and reliability.

When second-hand data collection methods must be used,
more pre-study review of the questionnaires with both
adoptions and child workers may might yield a more valid
measure of services utilization in cases, as well as

possibly creating more clarity in the questions themselves.
This would have allowed workers to answer some of the
questions more easily, producing far more useful data.
Further studies of family needs during the adoption process
may result in the inclusion of services more relevant to

the adoption process. Further studies may also result in
the exclusion of services that are irrelevant to the

adoption process.
Similar studies conducted in the future may benefit

from utilizing a stricter "time-snapshot" format, which
compares all cases from a narrow and similar time frame.
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For example, a future study might just measure cases that

are six-months then twelve-months old after initial

placement in the adoptive home, rather than the scattershot

"three-to-twelve-months" method used here. Of course, such
a selection criteria may produce too few eligible cases to
conduct data analysis, so such a study may have to be

conducted across multiple agencies, rather than just one

county adoption agency.
While the promise of permanence may have a positive

effect in placement stability and advantages beyond long
term foster care (Triseliotis, 2002) adoptive families may
still have specialized needs that are different from the
needs of foster families. When seeking long-term stability

of adoptive placements and quality of care, well-being, and
positive adoption outcomes, it may be more useful to

investigate other factors than service utilization.
Previous research shows that adoption disruptions result
from behavioral and emotional problems of adoptive

children, number of previous placements children have

experienced and child mental health problems (Berry &
Barth, 1990) . Parents may also have unrealistic
expectations of the adoption process when adopting older

children. Further research and Child Welfare policy should
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be more outcome-oriented and rely on testing and offering

different service options to prospective adoptive families

who are in danger of experiencing a disrupted adoption,
regardless of kinship or non-kinship status.
Other factors besides relation (or rion-relation) of

caregiver and child may affect the utilization of services

in prospective adoptive homes. Future studies could
possibly test for significant differences in services

utilization between groups based on ethnicity, age, gender,

educational status, child characteristics, etc. Conducting
future studies with better methodologies may produce

results similar to foster care studies, with results
applicable to prospective adoptive families.

Conclusions
The data analysis found no significant differences

between kinship and non-kinship prospective adoptive homes

in regards to services utilization. Other studies also show

lack of differences between kinship and non-kinship
families when measuring similar factors. Research
concerning kinship bonds and gift theory may have no

relevance to services utilization in prospective adoptive

families. Previous studies show differences in services

48

utilization between kinship and non-kinship foster homes,
but these differences may be determined by demographic

factors that were not used in this study. This study was
limited by a small sample size and an unreliable
questionnaire that had poor face validity. The study also

suffered from a problematic methodology that relied on

second-hand case data rather than primary case data. In the
future, measuring services utilization differences between

different demographic factors may produce more useful data
and results. These results could have greater implications

for case planning and implementation with prospective

adopt ive families.
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APPENDIX A
QUESTIONNAIRE
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QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPED BY ANTHONY ALLEN NEGRON
(Researcher Use Only: Do not mark these spaces)
Identification Number:_______
Numeric Matching Code (PPA/ASW): _______
Case type (please check only one box):
The child(ren) is/are placed in the following placement type:

□Kinship (Relative/NREFM)

□ Non-kinship (Community/Foster)

Please answer the following question concerning this particular case (please circle one answer

only):
1) Is this child’s placement stability threatened in this case because the placement is “problematic?”
Are you considering removing the child(ren) from this particular placement due to issues with the
prospective adoptive parents and/or child(ren)?

Yes

No

The following questions concern service utilization by either the child or the adoptive family. Please
answer all questions to the best ofyour ability (please circle one answerfor yes/no questions):
2) Please indicate the monthly average frequency of contacts (in-home, phone, email, etc.) you
have with this adoptive family (post 366.26 hearing):________

3) Please indicate the total number of parenting training classes attended by the adoptive
caregivers (post 366.26 hearing):________
4) If the child is receiving any counseling, support group, family therapy (including PCIT and TBS
coaching) or psychiatric services, please indicate the total number of sessions attended while in
adoptive placement (post 366.26 hearing):________
6) If the parents are utilizing mental health supportive services (family therapy, support groups),
please indicate the total number of sessions attending during the adoption process (post 366.26
hearing): _________

7) Please indicate the total number of state/federal medical assistance programs (MediCal,
Medicare, SSI) the adoptive family is currently utilizing: _________
8) Please indicate the total number of state/federal income assistance programs
CalWORKS/TAMD/GAIN/CalFresh/TANF) the adoptive family is currently participating in:

9) Including the non-recurring reimbursement for adoption-related expenses, please indicate
the total amount of in-kind payments paid to the child/family by “all county funds” via Purchase
Authorizations: __________

END OF QUESTIONNAIRE -

QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPED BY ANTHONY ALLEN NEGRON
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APPENDIX B
INFORMED CONSENT
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INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT FOR SOCIAL WORK RESEARCH

DIFFERENCES IN SERVICES UTILIZATION BETWEEN KINSHIP AND NON-KINSHIP
ADOPTIVE FAMILIES

INTRODUCTION
The School of Social Work at the California State University, San Bernardino supports the
practice of protection for human subjects participating in research. The following information is provided
for you to decide whether you wish to participate in the present study. You may refuse to sign this form
and not participate in this study. You should be aware that even if you agree to participate, you are free to
withdraw at any time. If you do withdraw from this study, it will not affect your relationship with this unit,
the services it may provide to you, or California State University, San Bernardino.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
The purpose of this stzidy is to investigate the differences in service utilization between kinship and
non-kinship prospective adoptive families and to investigate a possible link between those differences and
placement problems.

PROCEDURES
As a participating caseworker, you will be asked to complete a 9-item questionnaire about a
particular adoptions case you are assigned. As a rule, you shall not disclose your name on this
questionnaire, nor shall you disclose the case name on the completedform. Once theform is completed,
you may submit it to the designated pick up spot for your office where Anthony Negron will collect the
completed questionnaires.

RISKS

There is minimal risk associated with this study. The data you disclose on the form will be
anonymous and not traceable to you, or your clients. There will only be a small sacrifice of time to
complete the form, about 20-30 minutes perform. Based on sampling criteria, you may receive more than
one questionnaire for two or more cases.

BENEFITS

This study may provide necessary data to help improve service delivery and social work practice
to prospective adoptive kinship families.
PARTICIPANT CONFIDENTIALITY
Your name and the names of your clients will not be associated in any publication or presentation
with the information collected about you or with the research findings from this study. Instead, the
researchers) will use an anonymous reference number to identify cases. Your identifiable information will
not be shared unless required by law or you give written permission - this includes disclosure of your
information to any Riverside County employee, manager, or otherwise.

Permission granted on this date to use and disclose your information remains in effect until June
15,2012. By signing this form you give permission for the use and disclosure of your information for
purposes of this study at any time in the future until the expiration date.
REFUSAL TO SIGN CONSENT AND AUTHORIZATION
You are not required to sign this Consent and Authorization form and you may refuse to do so
without affecting your right to any services you are receiving or may receive from the California State
University, San Bernardino or to participate in any programs or events of the California State University,
San Bernardino. However, if you refuse to sign, you cannot participate in this study.
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CANCELLING THIS CONSENT AND AUTHORIZATION
You may withdraw your consent to participate in this study at any time. You also have the right to
cancel your permission to use and disclose further information collected about you, in writing, prior to
April 20th, 2012, by sending your written request to:

School ofSocial Work
California Stale University, San Bernardino
Attention: Anthony Negron
5500 University Pkwy.

San Bernardino, CA 92407-2397.
If you cancel permission to use your information, the researcher will stop collecting additional
information about you. However, the researcher may use and disclose information that was gathered before
they received your cancellation, as described above.

QUESTIONS ABOUT PARTICIPATION

Questions about procedures should be directed to the researcher(s) listed at the end of this consent
form.
PARTICIPANT CERTIFICATION:

I have read this Consent and Authorization form. I have had the opportunity to ask, and 1 have
received answers to, any questions I had regarding the study. I understand that if I have any additional
questions about my rights as a research participant, I may call (909) 537-5507, write the Human Subjects
Committee at the School of Social Work, California State University, San Bernardino at 5500 University
Pkwy. San Bernardino, CA 92407, or email rmccasli@csusb.edu.

I agree to take part in this study as a research participant. By my mark, I affirm that I am at least
18 years old and that I have received a copy of this Consent and Authorization form.

Type/Print Mark Here

Today’s Date

Sign Mark Here
Researcher contact information:
Dr. Ray E. Liles, DSW
Faculty Supervisor
School of Social Work
5500 University Pkwy.
California State University, San Bernardino
San Bernardino, CA 92407
(909)537-5557

Anthony Negron
Principal Investigator
School of Social Work
5500 University Pkwy.
California State University, San Bernardino
San Bernardino, CA 92407
(909) 223-5974
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(Researcher Use Only: Do not mark these spaces)
Identification Number:______
Numeric Matching Code (PPA/ASW): _____
Thank you for your participation in this study. This study is being conducted by Anthony
Negron, a current Riverside County employee and Master of Social Work (MSW)
candidate at California State University, San Bernardino.
The purpose of this questionnaire and study is to investigate the differences in service
utilization between kinship- and non-kinship adoptive families of legally-free children
(Parental Rights Terminated by WIC 366.26) prior to finalization. This study is a
response to the concern that due to multiple factors, kinship families utilize less
preventative and intervening services targeted at stabilizing and promoting adoptive
placements for finalization. This study will measure service utilization differences
between groups first and foremost; secondly, this study will possibly correlate the
findings with any worker-perceived placement difficulties, as dictated by a randomized
sample of cases.

Statement of confidentiality. In no way will any personally identifiable information (PII)
be used for the purposes of this study, except as a reference to match case names with the
assigned social workers. No information on this questionnaire will be made available to
any county employee, manager or otherwise, except as a statistic reflected from the
results of this study. All information will be anonymous and therefore untraceable to any
client or employee of DPSS.

Research Questionnaire
Thank you for participating in this study. Please read the directions below before
completing this form.

Please fill out this questionnaire fully. Do not disclose your name or any personal
identifiable information (case name) about your case on this form. When, completed,
please return to Anthony Negron’s inbox at the La Sierra, Hemet, or Lake Elsinore office.
Based on certain selection criteria, you will have received a name of one of your
assigned adoption/PPA cases upon receiving this questionnaire. Please use your
knowledge of the case to answer the questions below.

If you have received multiple case names, please fill out one questionnaire per
case. Do not put information for multiple cases on a single questionnaire.
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